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Abstract 
 
Engaged employees have a positive impact on organizational outcomes. In fact, employees 
who are highly committed to their jobs tend to perform better, and such employees are less 
likely to quit. Leaders in the workplace have the potential to influence employee work 
engagement. Different leadership styles might drive employee engagement to different 
extents. The purposes of this study are twofold: to identify the leadership styles and drivers 
that lead to engaged employees, and to contribute to the literature of employee engagement 
in the context of hospitality and tourism. This study used a quantitative method, specifically 
survey that was distributed to the United States hotel employees through Amazon M-Turk. 
The survey measures employee level of engagement using UWES and leadership styles 
using MLQ in addition to 18 drivers of engagement and 10 demographic questions. This 
study found that ‘fairness’ was evaluated as the most valuable driver to make employees 
feel engaged at work. The findings of this study showed that there is significant relationship 
between transformational and transactional leadership behavior and employee 
engagement whilst significant negative correlation was found between the perceived 
passive/avoidant leadership and employee engagement. Discussion, implications, 
limitations, and future research are presented. 
Keywords: engagement, leadership styles, hotel employees 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
iii 
iv  
Acknowledgment 
 
Numerous people had a significant part in my thesis journey. I began by thanking my 
mother (Muzaina Abutaleb) who has always encouraged me to strive to reach my goals in 
life. I would also like to acknowledge my friend “American mother” (Carol Kaiser) for 
making herself available whenever I needed assistance in understanding the language and 
culture. I would like to extend my appreciation to my siblings and friends for helping me 
in making balance between work and life circumstances. Among the people who have been 
an important part of my educational growth have been my committee chair (Dr. Jerrie 
Hsieh) and my committee member (Dr. Muhammet Kesgin) for guiding, challenging and 
developing my understanding and my learning abilities. Finally, I am always grateful for 
my sponsor (Jazan University) for supporting me and providing me with the chance to 
expand my knowledge in my chosen career. 
v	 
Dedication 
 
I dedicate my thesis to my father (Ahmed Zarban) who led by example to teach me to see 
life from different perspectives, appreciate them, learn from them and grow into the man I 
am today.
vi	 
Table of Contents 
 
Committee Approval......................................................................................................................ii 
Abstract.........................................................................................................................................iii 
Acknowledgment..........................................................................................................................iv 
Dedication......................................................................................................................................v 
Table of Contents.........................................................................................................................vi 
Table of Tables...........................................................................................................................viii
 
1.	 CHAPTER	ONE:	INTRODUCTION	.......................................................................................	1	
1.1	 Background	............................................................................................................................	1	
1.2.	 Research objectives and questions	........................................................................................	3	
1.3.	 Significance of the study	........................................................................................................	4	
1.4.	 Overview of the thesis	...........................................................................................................	4	
2.	 CHAPTER	TWO:	LITERATURE	REVIEW	...............................................................................	5	
2.1.	 Job engagement	.....................................................................................................................	5	
2.2.	 Antecedents of employee engagement	...................................................................................	5	
2.3.	 Consequences of employee engagement	................................................................................	8	
2.3.1.	 Organizational outcomes	........................................................................................................	8	
2.3.2.	 Individuals’ outcomes	...........................................................................................................	10	
2.4.	 Leadership	...........................................................................................................................	10	
2.5.	 Leadership theories	.............................................................................................................	11	
2.5.1.	 Trait theory	...........................................................................................................................	11	
2.5.2.	 Behavioral theories	...............................................................................................................	12	
2.5.3.	 Contingency theory	...............................................................................................................	12	
2.6.	 Leadership styles	.................................................................................................................	14	
2.6.1.	 Transformational leadership	.................................................................................................	14	
2.6.2.	 Transactional leadership	.......................................................................................................	16	
2.6.3.	 Passive/avoidant leadership	..................................................................................................	17	
2.7.	 Leadership and employee engagement studies	....................................................................	18	
2.8.	 Hotel employee engagement studies	....................................................................................	22	
2.9.	 Employees’ demographics and engagement	........................................................................	24	
2.10.	 Synthesis	............................................................................................................................	25	
3.	 CHAPTER	THREE:	METHODOLOGY	..................................................................................	27	
3.1.	 Research method	.................................................................................................................	27	
3.2.	 Measurements	.....................................................................................................................	27	
3.2.1.	 Antecedents of engagement	..................................................................................................	27	
3.2.2.	 Job engagement	....................................................................................................................	28	
3.2.3.	 Leadership styles	..................................................................................................................	29	
3.3.	 Ethical assurance	................................................................................................................	31	
3.4.	 Data collection	.....................................................................................................................	32	
3.5.	 Data analysis	.......................................................................................................................	33	
4.	 CHAPTER	FOUR:	RESULTS	AND	DISCUSSION	...................................................................	34	
4.1.	 Results	.................................................................................................................................	34	
4.1.1.	 Respondents’ profiles	...........................................................................................................	34	
4.1.2	 Instrument Reliability Analysis	.............................................................................................	40	
4.1.3. Drivers of engagement	.............................................................................................................	42	
vii	 
4.1.4	 Level of hotel employee work engagement	...........................................................................	43	
4.1.5.	 Leadership styles	..................................................................................................................	45	
4.1.6.	 Leadership styles and employee engagement	.......................................................................	46	
4.1.7.	 Participants’ demographics (gender & generational cohorts) and employee job engagement
	 47	
4.2.	 Discussion and Implications	................................................................................................	51	
4.2.1.	 Drivers of engagement	..........................................................................................................	52	
4.2.2.	 Employee level of engagement	.............................................................................................	53	
4.2.3.	 Leadership styles	..................................................................................................................	55	
4.2.4.	 Leadership styles and employee engagement	.......................................................................	55	
4.2.5.	 Participants’ demographics (age and generational cohorts) and employee	...........................	57	
engagement	........................................................................................................................................	57	
5.	 CHAPTER	FIVE:	CONCLUSIONS	.......................................................................................	59	
5.1.	 Summary of the findings	.....................................................................................................	59	
5.2.	 Contribution of the study	....................................................................................................	60	
5.3.	 Limitations and future studies	............................................................................................	62	
6.	 REFERENCES	..................................................................................................................	63	
7.	 APPENDICES	..................................................................................................................	74	
7.1.	 Appendix 1: Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire - Remote Online Survey Licenses	.....	74	
7.2.	 Appendix 2: Survey	.............................................................................................................	75	
 
viii	 
Table of Tables 
 
Table 1: Respondents' Geographic Location ............................................................................................... 34	
Table 2: Respondents Profile ...................................................................................................................... 37	
Table 3: Internal Reliability of all Measurement Scales ............................................................................. 41	
Table 4: Means and Standard Deviations of Drivers of Engagement ......................................................... 42	
Table 5: Means and Standard Deviations of Employee Job Engagement ................................................... 44	
Table 6: Means and Standard Deviations of Leadership Styles .................................................................. 46	
Table 7: The Correlations Between Leadership Styles and Employee Job Engagement ............................ 47	
Table 8: Participants' Gender and Employee Job Engagement ................................................................... 48	
Table 9: Means and Standard Deviations of Participants Generational Cohorts and Employee Job   
Engagement ......................................................................................................................................... 48	
Table 10: Generational Cohorts and Employee Job Engagement (One/way ANOVA) ............................. 49	
Table 11: Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons ................................................................................................. 50	
1	 
	
1. CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
An engaged employee is an important factor for an organization’s success. Previous 
research has posited that workers who are highly committed perform 20% better and are 
87% less likely to quit, implying a link between engagement and positive organizational 
outcomes (Lockwood, 2007). Furthermore, employees who are highly engaged were found 
to be associated with higher profits, productivity, customer satisfaction, fewer accidents, 
and less turnover and absenteeism (Wagner & Harter, 2006). The hospitality industry as 
people industry requires engaged employees to lift the industry to a higher level of success. 
1.1 Background 
The hospitality industry has made important contributions to the world’s total economy 
and employment. It is one of the largest industries in the world, contributing 9.4% of the 
world total employment (World Travel & Tourism Council, 2015). However, millions of 
dollars have been lost annually in company productivity due to the gap between 
engagement and disengagement. The cost of lost productivity caused by disengaged 
workers was estimated at $300 billion in the United States, while it was estimated at 90 
billion euros in Germany, and 3 billion SGD in Singapore (Wagner & Harter, 2006). A 
report from the Gallup organization found that as much as 63% of worldwide workers were 
emotionally disconnected from their jobs (Crabtree, 2013). 
The hotel industry provides services 365 days a year and 24 hours a day. Hotel employees 
are frequently asked to work longer hours in an unpredictable, stressful environment, even 
on nights and weekends (Lockwood, 2007; Saks, 2006). As a result, the hotel industry is 
characterized by a high employee turnover rate (Davidson et al., 2010). Data collected from 
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the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics found a voluntary turnover rate of 52% for the 
hospitality industry, compared with a turnover rate of 23.4% across other industries 
(Davidson et al., 2010). The employee turnover rate could be as high as 300% per year for 
some operations, depending on company culture, employee relationships and morale, and 
human resources practices (Davidson et al., 2010). 
 
Turnover causes hotels high direct replacement costs as well as indirect costs. Hogan 
(1992) demonstrated that the direct cost of each turnover act was estimated at $2,500, 
which included management and administrative costs as well as rehiring and training costs 
(Hinkin & Tracey, 2000). Each act of turnover was estimated at $1600 in indirect costs. 
Indirect costs are related to increased workload, more stress, burnout, low morale, low job 
performance, uncommitted workers, less profitability, and poor service quality (Hinkin & 
Tracey, 2000). 
For hospitality employees, service quality is an essential component. That is because 
customers vary in terms of their needs and requirements (Kandampully et al., 2001). 
Customers’ needs and requirements fluctuate from time to time and depend on employees 
to meet them. Engaged employees tend to deliver a better quality of customer service than 
unengaged employees do (Wagner & Harter, 2006). Service quality is important because 
it has a significant relationship with costs (Crosby, 1984), customer satisfaction (Bolton & 
Drew, 1991), customer retention and positive word of mouth (Reichheld & Sasser, 1990), 
and profitability (Buzzel & Gale, 1987). Engaged employees strive to make their 
organization successful by being positively involved. “Employee engagement is a hard- 
nosed proposition that not only shows results but can be measured in costs of recruitment 
and employee output” (Johnson, 2004, p. 1). 
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However, employee engagement is not a separate activity. Executives and local managers 
is a critical factor in influencing employee engagement level. Engaged employees 
experience exchanges between executive leadership through weekly performance 
management while the daily engagement is assigned for a supervisor to achieve the 
expected performance and development (Gallup, cited in Harter, 2015). Indeed, Gallup’s 
findings revealed that leaders are the primary factor of an engaging workplace culture, 
while individuals were found to leave leaders more than companies. Gallup has also 
reported a variance of 70% that was related to the managers’ influence (Gallup, cited in 
Harter, 2015). 
1.2. Research objectives and questions 
The purpose of this study is to investigate engagement from the perspective of the 
hospitality industry to provide a suitable solution for the gap between engagement and 
disengagement. Despite leaders’ influence on employee engagement, no studies have been 
conducted to empirically test the impact of leadership styles on hotel employees’ level of 
engagement. Therefore, this study aims to; 
1. Identify the drivers of job engagement for hotel employees; 
 
2. Investigate the level of job engagement of hotel employees; 
 
3. Examine the impact of leadership styles on job engagement; and 
 
4. Investigate if there is a difference in the level of engagement in terms of employees’ 
demographic variables (i.e. gender and generational cohorts). 
4	 
1.3. Significance of the study 
This study will benefit hospitality and tourism companies in identifying the leadership 
styles and drivers that lead to engaged employees, resulting in higher job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and job performance, along with lower turnover rate. 
Moreover, this study will add to the existing literature on hotel employee engagement. 
1.4. Overview of the thesis 
This thesis is a product of five chapters. First, chapter one (introduction) contains 
introduction, background, significance of the study, and research objectives and questions. 
Second, chapter two (literature review) lists studies that have been done previously about 
the current topic. Third, chapter three (methodology) provides the methodology of data 
gathering including target population, sampling methods, measurements, ethical assurance, 
and data analysis. Forth, chapter four (results and discussion) presents and discusses the 
findings revealed from the data. Lastly, conclusion, containing summary of the findings, 
contribution of the study, and limitation and future study, is provided in chapter five. 
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2. CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
In addition to reviewing relevant studies, this chapter defines the concepts of job 
engagement and leadership. A group of antecedents/drivers and consequences/outcomes 
studies related to engagement are listed. Leadership is conceptualized within 
transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant leadership styles and several related 
theories are provided. Finally, prior studies regarding drivers of engagement in the 
hospitality industry, and those generally done regarding leadership styles and engagement 
as well as those regarding employees’ demographics and engagement are reviewed. 
2.1. Job engagement 
Definitions of engagement are similar and aid in creating a rounded definition of the 
concept. Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) defined the concept as a “positive, fulfilling, and 
work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (p. 
4). It has also been noted that vigorous employees are physically energized, emotionally 
strong, happy to invest their efforts, and persistent when the job is difficult (Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004). Dedicated employees are characterized by their sense of enthusiasm, 
importance, pride, inspiration, and challenge (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Finally, 
absorbed employees are completely focused and involved in their work, which makes them 
feel that the time passes quickly (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 
2.2. Antecedents of employee engagement 
Research into antecedents of engagement refers to “factors that create engagement in 
employees and also as components that an organization offers its people” (McBain, 2007, 
p. 7). Individuals can maintain the highest level of engagement by investing their personal, 
emotional, physical, and social resources, while companies can enhance employee 
engagement by providing the right resources in a favorable way. Previous studies suggested 
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co-worker support as a significant factor to drive engagement (Demerouti, Bakker, De 
Jonge, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001; McBain, 2007; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 
John Gibbons (2006) found 26 different antecedents of engagement that were suggested 
in twelve largely consultancy-based studies of engagement. One of the most 
common  reported  antecedents  was  support  from  co-workers  (John Gibbons, 
 
2006). Co-worker support may include the relationship between leaders and followers 
including immediate supervisor support and communication with senior manager. 
A study by Melcrum (2007) for large and small organizations supported the importance of 
these resources. The study found that immediate supervisor support and senior leaders are 
two of the most important antecedents of engagement (Melcrum, 2007). Other studies 
supported the importance and suggested that support from the immediate supervisor was 
proposed as an important antecedent of engagement because it has an impact on many 
aspects of working processes, which may lead to higher engagement level (Demerouti, 
Bakker, De Jonge, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 
Studies found that engagement was influenced by communicative managers (CIPD, 2007; 
Das, 2003; Lockwood, 2007; McBain, 2007). 
Strong and fair leaders were suggested to have a positive influence on employees’ level of 
engagement (CIPD, 2007; Das, 2003; Lockwood, 2007; Saks, 2006). Furthermore, leaders 
can play a significant role in driving employee engagement by providing adequate training 
and opportunities to develop in an organization (Demerouti, Bakker, De Jonge, Janssen, & 
Schaufeli, 2001; McBain, 2007; Melcrum’s, 2007; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) as well as 
providing feedback regarding employees’ performance (CIPD, 
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2007; Demerouti, Bakker, De Jonge, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 
2003). 
Studies proposed reward and recognition as an important factor in driving engagement 
(BlessingWhite’s, 2008; Das, 2003; McBain, 2007). Indeed, reward and recognition was 
investigated as a key antecedent of engagement (Watson & Wyatt, 2007). They found that 
69% of highly engaged employees reported being rewarded and recognized as an important 
driver compared to 25% of engaged employees who reported that their employers did not 
emphasize rewards and recognition as a key factor to drive engagement (Watson & Wyatt, 
2007). 
Prior studies found that a comfortable workplace environment was suggested as a 
significant factor for engaging employees (Das, 2003; Glen, 2006; McBain, 2007). Another 
factor that was found to have a positive impact on employee engagement is meaningful 
and valuable job. According to Lockwood (2007), companies that enhanced culture of 
meaningfulness were found to have highly engaged employees. In addition, Kahn (1999) 
supported that employees were more likely to engage in tasks that were highly meaningful. 
Research into antecedents of engagement also found task variety as a positive predictor of 
engagement (Demerouti, Bakker, De Jonge, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001; Lockwood, 2007; 
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Studies furthermore emphasized the significance of job control 
as well as authority to make decisions in enhancing employee engagement. Companies that 
provide employees with control and autonomy to make decisions were more likely to 
present higher engagement levels (Leary- Joyce, 2004; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Finally, 
a study by CHA (as cited in Robertson-Smith & Markwick 2009) asked 1000 employees 
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to rate antecedents that are important for them to feel engage at work. Job security, benefits 
provision, higher compensations, and flexible job were suggested as the significant factors 
that motivated employees to work extra miles. Melcrum (2007) supported the importance 
of job security, benefits provision, and higher compensations and McBain (2007) supported 
the importance of job flexibility for employees to feel engage at work. 
In summary, there is “no definitive all-purpose list of engagement drivers” (CIPD, 2007). 
 
Which means that there is no specific strategy for how to motivate employees to be engage 
at work. Some antecedents are perceived to be more important than others. Based on the 
prior literature in job engagement, this study identified 18 antecedents of engagement, 
which are most relevant to employee in the context of the hospitality industry. These 
drivers are co-workers support, support from immediate supervisor, communication with 
senior manager, strong leadership, fairness, adequate training, developmental 
opportunities, performance feedback, reward and recognition, comfortable workplace 
environment, meaningful work, task variety, job control, authority to make decisions, job 
security, higher compensations, benefits, and job flexibility. 
2.3. Consequences of employee engagement 
2.3.1. Organizational outcomes 
Employee engagement has resulted in favorable outcomes for organizations and their 
people. Engagement has a positive impact on organizational outcomes such as employees’ 
retention (Blessing White, 2008), which means that engaged employees are less likely to 
quit. Blessing White (2008) reported that 85% of engaged workers reported planning on 
staying with their organizations; 41% of those employees reported they would stay with 
their organizations even if the organizations were struggling to survive. 
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When employees are willing to stay with their organizations even if the job is difficult, 
they can deal successfully with any organizational change (Graen, 2008). During global or 
local economy recessions, engaged workers can help their organizations to maintain the 
highest profit possible and protect their companies from unfavorable results (Graen, 2008). 
In fact, Gallup (as cited in Robertson-Smith & Markwick, 2009) found that engaged 
workers contributed more to the bottom-line profit. In addition, engaged workers are more 
productive at their jobs. According to the Corporate Leadership Council (2004), engaged 
workers performed 20% better than unhappy employees. 
Although there are some “corporate terrorists” who discourage others from joining their 
companies (Penna, n.d), engaged workers are “the peace makers” in terms of their 
advocacy for their companies and their products and services. “Engaged employees are 
more likely to advocate the organization as a place to work and actively promote its 
products and services” (Scottish Executive Social Research, 2007 p. 23). The loyalty of 
employees might also lead to customers’ loyalty. 
Engaged and happy workers were found to create loyal clients (Levinson, 2007a). When 
employees and customers are more connected and share a high level of loyalty, leaders are 
more likely to effectively engage and strengthen this connection. Engaged workers can also 
enhance manager self-efficacy by responding positively to their leaders (Luthans & 
Peterson, 2002). That enhances leaders’ feelings of enthusiasm about their employees 
(Luthans & Peterson, 2002), which meanwhile can enhance employees’ self-efficacy. 
Employee’s self-efficacy was suggested as an individual outcome of engagement (Seijts & 
Crim, 2006). 
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2.3.2. Individuals’ outcomes 
Rather than viewing jobs as meaningless, engaged individuals may find opportunities to 
invest themselves in their jobs. “The combination of employing and expressing a person’s 
preferred self yields behaviors that bring alive the relation of self to role” (Kahn, 1990, p. 
700). This combination may also lead to favorable health and well-being outcomes. Kahn 
(1990) suggested that engaged and self-invested workers are more likely to be intrinsically 
motivated, mindful, creative, authentic, non-defensive communicators, playful, ethical, 
and productive in all aspects of life. In addition to positive physiological well-being 
outcomes, engagement can result in physical well-being. Gallup reported that 62% of 
engaged workers reported that work positively influenced their physical health (cited in 
Robertson-Smith & Markwick 2009). Thus, engagement is a discretionary behavior in the 
hospitality industry and can improve organizations’ performance as well as individuals’ 
lives. 
2.4. Leadership 
Batten defined leadership as “a development of a clear and complete system of expectations 
in order to identify, evoke and use the strengths of all resources in the organization— the most 
important of which is people” (Batten, 1989, p. 35). Moreover, Jacobs and Jaques (1990) 
defined leadership as the act when leaders give meaningful purpose and direction to 
employees and cause willing effort to be spent in order to reach those objectives. Therefore, 
leadership can be referred to as an art of influencing others to attain their full performance 
and to accomplish goals. 
Leaders have the potential to influence and manage employee work engagement. Based on 
different studies reported in the 1990s, Gallup has found that leaders are the primary driver 
of engagement in high performing organization (Robison, 2010). Gallup found that when 
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the executive leader is highly engaged, managers are 39% more likely to be engaged; and 
when managers are highly engaged, employees are 59% more likely to engage (Robison, 
2010). However, Gallup found that employees tend to quit their jobs due to issues related 
to managers (Robinson, 2010). That is essentially because different leadership behaviors 
have different influences on their followers’ engagement. 
2.5. Leadership theories 
2.5.1. Trait theory 
Trait theory proposes that great leaders and successful people have certain qualities or traits 
(Bernard, 1926). Kouzes and Posner collected data from more than 3,000 leaders through 
interviews and surveys and identified five common traits of ideal leaders: “a) they 
challenge the status quo, b) they inspire a shared vision, c) they enable others to act, d) they 
model the way forward by setting an example, and e) they tap individuals' inner drives by 
linking rewards and performance” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). Although trait theory is very 
helpful for both organizations and individuals, it doesn't hypothesize other indicators or 
other situations (e.g. the characteristics of followers). Additionally, trait theory is more of 
a leader-focused theory, and shows fixity and dependency on inborn traits (Zaccaro, 2007). 
The trait theory believes that “He/she is born to be a leader,” instead of “Everyone is born 
to be a leader”, which underestimate the value of developing leadership skills and limit 
leadership to certain behaviors or individuals. However, it may be helpful for organizations 
to utilize personality evaluation instruments. At the individual level, trait theory can be 
useful to determine benchmarks to promote and refine leadership. 
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2.5.2. Behavioral theories 
Behavioral theories concentrate on studying and analyzing “what people do” (Bass & 
Stogdill, 1990). Behavioral theories affirm the significant impact of leaders’ behaviors on 
both followers and corporations. Ohio State University conducted a study of behavioral 
theories. The study involved categorizing leaders’ behaviors, what they do, and how they 
act. The results of the study showed that there are essentially two types of behaviors. One, 
initiating structure: involves task-type behaviors, organizing work, directing the job 
activities, designating responsibilities, and producing a work agenda. The second behavior, 
consideration: involves relationships and building fellowship as a type of relationship. This 
required developing trust, esteem, and personal regard between leaders and followers. 
 
2.5.3. Contingency theory 
After trying to match managers to proper conditions, contingency theory emphasizes that 
the effectiveness of a leader depends on the compatibility between the leadership style and 
the situation (Fiedler, 1967). Contingency theory generally implies that employees might 
differ in their performance in different situations. It also affirmed that the effectiveness of 
leaders could enable them to adapt and apply particular sets of behaviors that are related to 
the specific development requirements of their workers, which results in superior 
outcomes. Within this theory, Fiedler mentioned different ways to apply different 
behaviors to different situations. First, he mentioned that there was no one way in which to 
engage in management. He also mentioned that a leadership style that includes the 
structures, processes, and people of a corporation must be a proper style for the current 
intrinsic and extrinsic circumstances as well as for other similar corporations. The 
conditions can be characterized by evaluating three factors. 
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First, leader-member relations, meaning the social environment and the feeling of trust, 
confidence, loyalty, and commitment that employee have for their leaders. Second, task 
structure, which involves the clarity in the directness of a given task. Third, position power, 
which is the authority that an individual has and the ability to give rewards for the 
accomplished work requirements. Four, leadership styles were defined by Hersey and 
Blanchard (1972), which were directive, supporting, coaching, and delegating. Directive 
leaders are more demanding and less compassionate, while supportive leaders are more 
encouraging and less demanding. Coaching leaders are both demanding and supportive 
while delegating leaders are less demanding and less supportive (Hersey & Blanchard, 
1972). 
Overall, the nature of a situation defines the proper style of leadership. Fairholm (2002) 
mentioned that the contingency theory did not include inspirational motivation factors. In 
addition, Hersey and Blanchard’s (1969) study suggested effectiveness should be included 
in the contingency theory as the third factor in the managerial grid developed by Blake and 
Mouton (1964), which included two dimensions (i.e., concern for production and concern 
for people). This type of leadership always considers the employee's’ level of development 
in order to specify the proper direction and support level for the assigned task. It was 
expected that leaders would provide variable structure and support to the same employee 
under different conditions (Blake & Mouton, 1964). 
Despite these suggested models of leadership, they did not provide a “full range” of 
leadership behaviors that ranged from inspirational motivation to passive laissez-faire 
leadership (Avolio & Bass, 1988; Bass & Avolio, 1990). Therefore, this study will use the 
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“full range” of leadership styles suggested by Avolio and Bass (1995, 2000, 2004), that 
includes transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant leadership styles. 
2.6. Leadership styles 
A leadership style is a certain kind of behavior that is chosen and undertaken by the 
manager while trying to bring up some emotional, physical, or intellectual reactions from 
a person or a group of people under certain circumstances (Young & Dulewicz, 2006). 
This process can be accomplished in different ways or styles. First, the transformational 
leadership style: in which the leader works to achieve goals using idealized attribute, idealized 
behaviour, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. 
Second, the transactional leadership style: that applies contingent reward as well as active 
management by exception to achieve goals. Finally, passive/avoidant leadership style: in which 
a leader passively manages employees and is generally absent. 
 
2.6.1. Transformational leadership 
Transformational leaders creatively influence their followers’ awareness of what is 
important and encourage them to see themselves in the opportunities and the challenges of 
their environment (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). They motivate employees in ideal 
ways to invest themselves and to raise one another to a higher level of motivation and 
morality (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). Transformational leaders aim not only to 
maximize profit and meet expectations, but also to optimize individual and organizational 
development and innovation (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). The concept was further 
refined identifying five dimensions/behaviors/approaches/or components to influence 
followers’ performance. These dimensions are idealized attributes, idealized behavior, 
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inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration (Avolio 
& Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). 
2.6.1.1. Idealized Influence: Idealized Attribute (IA) and Idealized 
Behavior IB 
Idealized influence includes idealized attributes and behaviors. Leaders ideally influence 
their associates through their unique attributes and behaviors. Therefore, they are 
respected, admired, and trusted, which attracts followers to emulate them. They will 
sacrifice time to share their knowledge with their followers as well as share risks with 
consistency in meeting the idealized ethics and values. On the other hand, idealized 
behaviors can be defined as the actual characteristics of a leader, such as talking about their 
beliefs and stances and looking at the possible effects of their decisions (Avolio & Bass, 
1995, 2000, 2004). 
 
2.6.1.2. Inspirational Motivation (IM) 
Inspirational motivation occurs when leaders enthusiastically and optimistically motivate 
their followers, as individuals or teams, by providing meaningfulness and challenge to their 
roles. Inspiring leaders articulate a compelling vision of an attractive future, which makes 
their associates see themselves in the process of achieving the overall outcomes. This helps 
employees to envision their own futures and keep on track their own progress (Avolio & 
Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). 
2.6.1.3. Intellectual Stimulation (IS) 
Intellectual stimulation takes place when a leader motivates and develops the workers’ 
creativity and innovation by examining issues from different perspectives. Leaders are in 
a position to knowledgeably motivate the workers by provoking their ideas without any 
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kind of public criticism or ridicule, while also enabling them to resolve their challenges 
and perceive old challenges in new ways (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). 
 
2.6.1.4. Individualized Consideration (IC) 
 
Leaders who are characterized by individualized consideration pay attention to employees’ 
needs, growth, and achievement individually (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). They act 
as coach mentors. They strive to develop individuals to reach their highest level of 
potential. These leaders provide new learning opportunities with a supportive climate for 
individuals that fit their needs, growth, and development (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 
2004). 
 
2.6.2. Transactional leadership 
The transactional leadership style involves associating with others or motivating others by 
defining expectations in order to acquire valuable items to achieve goals (Avolio & Bass, 
1995, 2000, 2004). The leader-member relation in this style lacks flexibility and is limited 
to the organizational goals. Transactional leadership has two dimensions, which are 
contingent reward and management by exception active (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 
2004). 
2.6.2.1. Contingent Reward (CR) 
For contingent reward, leaders aim to achieve their objectives by applying different 
behaviors to different situations based on clear expectations (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 
2004). They recognize their good performing employees and reward them. For example, 
an employee who performs well will be rewarded and recognized for meeting expectations. 
On the other hand, transactional leaders set some punishments for those not meeting 
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requirements in order to avert failing to meet expectations (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 
2004). 
2.6.2.2. Management by Exception Active (MBEA) 
Transactional leadership can be regarded as the manner in which a leader manages his or 
her workers through oversight or management of the work, management by exception 
active (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). This concept focuses on a leader who looks at 
workers to take corrective actions for behaviors that are not in line with the organizational 
standards and for those who are not performing excellently (Bass, 1990). Management by 
exception active directs a leader to come up with clear guidelines, look for compliance, 
and sometimes threaten workers who perform poorly (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). 
2.6.3. Passive/avoidant leadership 
This kind of leadership is separate from transactional leadership and defined as an absent 
form of leadership. This type of leadership lacks the decision-making capability to develop 
the organization, abandons responsibilities, and is generally absent (Bass, 1990, 1999). The 
passive/avoidant style of leadership includes two sub-groups, which are management by 
exception passive and laissez-faire (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). 
 
2.6.3.1. Management by Exception Passive (MBEP) 
In this approach, a leader does not take an action until things go wrong (Avolio & Bass, 
1995, 2000, 2004). They only intervene when a matter escalates to a serious level or when 
problems becomes chronic (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). Moreover, 
passive/avoidant leaders tend to believe that if something is not broken, then there is no 
need to repair it/ “if it’s not broken, don't fix it” (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). 
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2.6.3.2. Laissez-faire (LF) 
Leaders utilizing laissez-faire behavior were found to be absent when they were needed 
(Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). Laissez-faire leaders were not involved when 
important issues arise and not involved in making decisions (Avolio & Bass, 1995, 2000, 
2004). Those leaders in addition were found to delay responding to urgent inquiries (Avolio 
& Bass, 1995, 2000, 2004). 
 
2.7. Leadership and employee engagement studies 
Leaders and managers hold the principal responsibility for numerous factors in the context 
of employee management (Piersol, 2007). In other words, leaders or managers play pivotal 
roles in implementing different factors that drive employee engagement. For example, they 
cultivate the culture in their organizations and can promote a supportive work environment 
where employees will receive support from their supervisors and co-workers. However, 
they also can be inactive and provide a passive work environment where employees receive 
less support. Therefore, leaders behaviors can have different effects on employees’ level 
of engagement. Numerous studies have investigated the relationship between leadership 
styles and employee engagement. 
 
Metzler (2006) examined transactional leadership and transformational leadership and 
their relationships with employee work engagement in a university setting. The study 
utilized two instruments: the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and the Utrecht 
Engagement Scale, to measure the perceived leadership style of students’ supervisors and 
the students’ level of engagement. He found that transactional and transformational 
leadership styles were positively related to engagement, transformational leadership 
showed a stronger effect on employee’ vigor, dedication, and absorption (Metzler, 2006). 
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Another study by Lockwood (2008) examined the relationship between the variables in 
manufacturing settings and found significant positive correlations between 
transformational leaders and employee engagement. The findings did not show any 
significant relationship between transactional leaders and employee engagement while 
negative correlation was found between laissez-faire and employee engagement 
(Lockwood, 2008). Similarly, Figueroa-González (2011) conducted a study to determine 
the impact of transactional and transformational leadership styles on employee engagement 
and found that employees who had higher engagement level were supervised by 
transformational leaders. 
Breevart and his colleges (2014) studied the impact of transformational and transactional 
leadership on 61 naval cadets and found that leaders’ daily leadership behavior was related 
to the followers’ daily work engagement. Transformational leaders who stimulated 
followers’ autonomy and employed contingent rewards could enhance their followers’ 
daily work engagement (Breevart et al., 2014). On the contrary, transactional leadership, 
specifically management-by-exception active, created a less favorable work environment, 
thus leading fewer engaged followers (Breevart et al., 2014). 
Researchers further investigated the relationship between transformational leadership 
dimensions (idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 
individualized consideration) and employee engagement. Condos (2016), found that all 
approaches of transformational leadership could positively influence employee 
engagement and were significant predictors of job engagement. Of the four approaches, 
inspirational motivation was the most powerful predictor of employee engagement 
(Condos, 2016). Additionally, inspirational motivation was suggested to be significant in 
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increasing employee commitment, performance, and ultimately engagement (Wellins, 
Bernthal, & Phelps, 2015). 
Another study by Babcock-Roberson and Strickland (2010) found that leaders with 
charismatic behaviors or idealized influence could enhance workers’ performance and their 
dedication to their organizations and predicted engagement (Babcock-Roberson & 
Strickland, 2010). In the same vein, intellectual stimulation such as challenging tasks and 
assignments that require creativity was found to have a positive correlation with 
employees’ level of engagement (Tuckey, Bakker, & Dollard, 2012). 
Finally, transformational leaders who individually valued employees’ needs and 
developments (i.e. individualized consideration) were linked to employee engagement 
level. A study by Raja (2012) claimed that individualized consideration was the most 
effective transformational leadership component. The study aimed to explore the 
relationship between transformational leadership and employee job engagement in the 
service sector. The results of this study also showed that all transformational leadership 
components caused a positive change in employees’ level of engagement. The author 
claimed that the better the dimensions of transformational leadership applied in the service 
sector, the higher would be employee job engagement (Raja, 2012). 
Research done by Li (2016) found that transformational leadership was highly correlated 
with employee engagement, the higher the leader scored on the attributes of 
transformational leadership the higher the leader’s  subordinates  scored  on  engagement. 
Two of the most significant factors that Li found regarding transformational leadership 
were the importance of mutual trust and the charismatic cluster of traits (i.e., 
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Self-confidence and self-determination and eloquence). Overall, transformational 
leadership components played significant roles in cultivating employee engagement (Li, 
2016). 
Passive/avoidant leadership was found to have negative effects on employee engagement 
(Popli & Rizvi, 2016). The effect was most prominent for employees over the age of 30 
(Popli & Rizvi, 2016). Jordan (2016) found similar results where no correlation between 
passive/avoidant leadership and employee engagement was found, which contrasted with 
the moderate to strong correlations found for transformational and transactional leadership 
(Jordan, 2016). According to this finding, passive/avoidant leaders did nothing to influence 
their employees’ engagement. Therefore, in the condition of the absence of the leader, it is 
up to the employees if they chose to engage or not (Jordan, 2016). On the other hand, Yang 
(2015) argued that avoidant leadership had a positive relation with employee engagement 
from the perspective that it gave employees their space and control rather than from the 
perspective that it was an absent leadership form. Thus, passive/avoidant leadership 
enhanced engagement by allowing a sense of autonomy and control (Yang, 2015). 
In general, transformational leaders were found to be more effective on employee 
engagement than those adapted transactional leadership (Breevart et al., 2014; Figueroa- 
González, 2011; Lockwood, 2008; Metzler, 2006; Raja, 2012). The specific rewards and 
punishments promised and given by transactional leadership offered some degree of 
engagement, however it was not as effective as transformational leadership with the 
emotional investment, charismatic influence and personal touch (Breevart et al., 2014; 
Figueroa-González, 2011; Lockwood, 2008; Metzler, 2006; Raja, 2012). In comparison, 
transactional leadership was found to be more effective than avoidant leadership for 
employees’ level of engagement (Jordan, 2016; Popli & Rizvi, 2016). 
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2.8. Hotel employee engagement studies 
Studies in the literature have investigated what drives/motivates individuals to engage in 
their work in order to have desirable outcomes. In the hospitality context, it is especially 
important to understand such antecedents/drivers/factors/resources. Following are the 
studies that investigated drivers of hotel employee engagement. 
A study by Rigg (2012) investigated antecedents of engagement for Jamaican hotel 
employees and found organizational benefits, fairness, good working conditions, 
developmental opportunities and job security to be the top five antecedents of engagement. 
All other resources were found to be significant. Those resources were adequate training, 
meaningfulness, reward and recognition, higher wages and salaries, co-workers support, 
and job control (Rigg, 2012), ranging from organizational benefits to job control. Another 
study by Alqusayer (2016) of drivers of hotel engagement in Saudi Arabia found wages 
and salaries, job security, developmental opportunities, reward and recognition, and good 
working conditions to be important factors for engaging employees ranked from wages and 
salaries to good working conditions. 
Putra, Cho, and Liu (2015) tested the impact of extrinsic motivators (i.e. money and wages) 
and found positive correlations between money and wages and work engagement. This was 
similar to the results found by Jung and Yoon (2015) of deluxe hotel employees in South 
Korea that examined the correlation between pay satisfaction (i.e. pay structure, pay level, 
pay raise, and benefits) and work engagement. The results showed that benefits, higher 
compensations, and pay structure were significant antecedents of engagement (Jung & 
Yoon, 2015). 
Putra et al.’ (2015) survey examined the impact of comfortable workplace environment 
and meaningfulness on employee engagement. They found that comfortable workplace 
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environments and meaningful job were positively related to employee engagement. In the 
same vain, Jung and Yoon (2015) examined the correlation between meaningfulness of 
work on one’s engagement among 352 employees working in five-star hotels and family- 
style-restaurants in South Korea and found that having a meaningful job was positively 
related to employee overall work engagement. Karatepe (2011) collected data from full- 
time frontline employees of four and five stars hotels in Nigeria and found that employees’ 
perceptions of procedural justice (fairness) had a significant relationship with the 
employees’ level of engagement. 
Owens, Sumpter, Baker, and Cameron (2015) asked employees who worked in different 
service sectors, including hospitality, whether they had ever had a supervisor who made 
them feel motivated/energized when they were around her or him. Fifty nine percent of 
participants reported that their leaders were significant relational motivators. Participants 
indicated that leaders could motivate them in ways that made them enjoy their jobs, in turn, 
worked harder and faster and became attached to their jobs. Due to the reciprocal results 
of the supervisors’ support to managers themselves, Owens et al. (2015) divided the 
concept of relational energy into perceived supervisor support and leader-member 
exchange and found positive relationship between supervisor support and work 
engagement. Employees paid back (engaged) through leader-member exchange based on 
the perceived support (Owens et al., 2015). Furthermore, leader-member exchange was 
tested through data collected from employees in a luxury hotel in southern China and 
resulted in positive relationship with employee engagement (Li, Sanders, & Frenkel, 2012). 
However, Karatepe and Olugbade (2009) surveyed full-time frontline hotel employees in 
Nigeria to examine the impact of supervisor support on employees’ level of engagement. 
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Their results showed that employees’ level of engagement was not significantly affected 
by the perceived supervisor support. They in addition tested individual’s self-efficacy and 
found a positive relationship with frontline hotel employees (Karatepe & Olugbade, 2009). 
Supervisor support, however, was found to increase employees’ self-efficacy, and in turn, 
employee engagement (Karatepe & Olugbade, 2009). 
With regard to the relationship between leadership and engagement, Hui, Xiang, & Cope’s 
(2010) study of 5 service hotel in China found that both transformational and transactional 
leadership styles positively predict employee engagement, including the aspects of task 
focus, vigor, initiative participation, internalized value, efficacy , and positive persistence. 
Transformational leadership styles were a more effective than transactional styles in terms 
of enhancing employee engagement. Meng, Qi, & Li (2011) proposed a conceptual model 
and suggested that a leader’s psychology capital (i.e. efficacy, hope, optimism, and 
resiliency) and have an impact on leader-member exchange relationship, and the level of 
such relationship can affect employee engagement in terms of vigor, dedication, and 
absorption. 
2.9. Employees’ demographics and engagement 
Burke, Jing, Koyuncu, and Fiksenbaum (2009) tested the differences between employees’ 
demographics of hotel managers in Beijing, China and their relationship with engagement. 
Weak relationships were found between engagement and employees’ age and gender 
(Burke et al., 2009). Similarly, Burke, Koyuncu, Fiksenbaum and Tekin (2013) studied 
personal and job characteristics of work engagement among frontline employees in Turkish 
hotels. Gender and age differences did not present any significant differences in their level 
of engagement (Burke et al., 2013). 
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Rigg (2012) in addition studied personal characteristics of engaged employees in Jamaican 
hotels and found that elderly hotel employees had higher levels of engagement than 
younger employees did, while no significant differences were found between males and 
females in their engagement levels (Rigg, 2012). Another study conducted by Rigg, 
Sydnor, Nicely, and Day (2013) tested the relationship between demographic and 
characteristics and employee level of engagement in Jamaican hotels. The study indicated 
that employees who were 42 or older were most engaged at work. The study results showed 
no significant difference in employee level of engagement by gender (Rigg et al. 2013). 
These two studies presented similar results to the study conducted by Alqusayer (2016) on 
hotel employees in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia that found that baby boomers were more engaged, 
while no significant differences were found between male and female employees in their 
levels of engagement (Alqusayer, 2016). 
2.10. Synthesis 
Employee engagement is influenced through different motivational factors including 
management styles to enhance positive outcomes. The mentioned studies have outlined 
drivers that are important for employees to feel engaged at work in different industries 
including hospitality industry. Meanwhile, studies investigating leadership styles and 
employee engagement outlined that transformational leadership have more positive impact 
on employee engagement than transactional leadership, while passive/avoidant leadership 
has the lowest and sometimes negative impact. However, none of these studies have 
examined the perceived impact of leadership styles on employee job engagement in hotel 
settings. Therefore, this study aimed to correlate relationships between transformational, 
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transactional, and passive/avoidant leadership styles and United States’ hotel employee 
engagement. 
27	 
3. CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 
This chapter provides details about the method and measurements utilized for this study, 
ethical assurance, data collection, and data analysis. 
3.1. Research method 
The study adapted a quantitative approach to answer the research questions. A survey was 
developed and implemented to: (1) identify drivers that are important for hotel employees 
to feel engaged at work; (2) investigate hotel employee level of engagement; (3) examine 
the impact of leadership styles (transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant) on 
employee engagement; and (4) identify respondents’ demographic factors (age, gender, 
marital status, race, educational level, department, length of service in the hotel industry 
and in the current hotel, position, title and employment status). 
3.2. Measurements 
The survey instrument has four parts: (1) eighteen questions regarding the drivers of 
engagement discussed in the literature that were important for employees to feel engaged 
at work (e.g. McBain, 2007; Kahn, 1990); (2) thirty six questions from Multifactor 
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) developed by Avolio and Bass (2004) to measure 
leadership styles; (3) seventeen questions adopted from Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 
(UWES) developed by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003), measuring employee level of 
engagement; (4) the last part asks 10 questions regarding participants’ demographic 
information. 
3.2.1. Antecedents of engagement 
To discover drivers of engagement, 18 variables that were discussed in the literature from 
previous studies such as (Kahn, 1990; McBain, 2007), as having significant impacts on 
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increasing engagement, were utilized. Such items are “Support from my immediate 
supervisor is very important to me”, “support from co-worker is very important to me”, “I 
value strong leadership from my direct supervisor and others”, and Communication with 
senior managers is very important to me”. These items were measured on a 5-point Likert 
scale (1= Strongly disagree, 2= Disagree, 3= Neutral, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree). 
3.2.2. Job engagement 
To measure employee engagement, Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) developed 
by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003) was utilized. This scale was investigated in more than 10 
countries and divers populations and published in more than 11 countries (Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004). It was proved as a valid and reliable instrument to measure employee job 
engagement. UWES consists of 17 items measuring 3 essential dimensions, which are 
vigor (VI), dedication (DE), and absorption (AB). 
Vigorous employees are energetic, physically and emotionally strong, and mentally 
resilient, which makes them happy to continue working for a long time and to invest their 
efforts and persist when things do not go as preferred (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). Six 
items were identified to measure employees’ level of vigor (1, 4, 8, 12, 15, and 17). These 
questions are, “At work, I feel full of energy”, “At my job, I feel strong and vigorous”, 
“When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work”, “I can continue working for very 
long periods at a time”, “At my job, I feel mentally resilient”, and “At work I never give 
up, even when things do not go well”. 
Dedicated employees feel important, inspired, challenged, enthusiastic, proud, and find 
their jobs meaningful and purposeful (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Dedication was 
measured using 5 questions (2, 5, 7, 10 and 13). These questions are, “The work that I do 
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is full of meaning and purpose”, “I feel enthusiastic about my job”, “My job inspires me”, 
“I am proud of the work that I do”, and “I feel my job is challenging”. 
Absorbed employees are happily and completely attached, focused, involved, and 
immersed in their work, which makes them feel that the time passes quickly (Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004). Absorption was measured utilizing 6 items (3, 6, 9, 11, 14, and 16). These 
questions are, “Time passes quickly when I'm working”, “When I am working, I forget 
everything else around me”, “I feel happy when I am fully engaged in my work”, “I am 
deeply involved in my work”, “I get carried away when I’m working”, and “It is difficult 
to detach myself from my job”. 
UWES is available in three forms, two short versions (UWES-9 and UWES-15), and a long 
version (UWES-17) that was used in this study. Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s 
α) was reported by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) for UWES-9 and UWES-15 to be lower 
than for UWES-17. For UWES-17, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) reported the internal 
consistency reliability (Cronbach’s α) for vigor, dedication, absorption, and the total work 
engagement scales. The reliability scores were 0.82 for the vigor scale, 0.89 for the 
dedication scale and 0.83 for the absorption scale. The total scale (Cronbach’s α) was 
reported as 0.93. Respondents were asked to rank the frequency of the statements with 
regard to how they feel about their work based on a 5-point Likert scale (1= Never; 2= 
Rarely (once a month or less); 3= Sometimes (a few times a month); 4= Often (once a 
week); 5= Always (Every day). 
3.2.3. Leadership styles 
On the survey, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) that was designed by 
Avolio and Bass (2004) was utilized to identify leadership styles (transactional, 
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transformational, and passive/avoidant). MLQ is a very helpful tool to assess the 
effectiveness of leaders at all levels of an organization (Avolio & Bass, 2004). It can be 
used in any industry to assess a leader from his or her peers’ views. Not only can customers 
be a source of MLQ’s ratings, it can be applied for every culture (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
MLQ considers the personal and intellectual development of self and others, which means 
that MLQ provides items that help leaders to develop themselves in order to develop others 
(Avolio & Bass, 2004). Finally, MLQ is an easy model to understand; it measures leaders’ 
performance based on a range of transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant 
leadership styles’ dimensions, and gives direction for which strategy would be more 
effective for future duties (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
MLQ is available in two validated forms, 5X-Short and 5X-Long. The 5X-Long form 
contains 63 items for development, training, and feedback aims while the 5X-Short has 45 
items for research aims, organizational surveys, and preparation of individual leader 
reports. The 5X-Short form was utilized in this study because it is the current, classic, and 
only form in print (Avolio & Bass, 2004). Only 36 items were utilized to measure 
leadership styles because the other 9 items were developed to measure the outcomes of 
leadership. 
The aforementioned leadership styles had different dimensions. Transformational 
leadership included five factors that were each measured by different questions. These five 
factors were identified as idealized attributes (IA), idealized behaviors (IB), inspirational 
motivation (IM), intellectual stimulation (IS), and individual consideration (IC). Questions 
10, 18, 21, and 25 were used to measure IA, questions 6, 14, 23, and 34 measured IB, 
questions 9, 13, 26,  and  36 measured  IM, questions 2, 8, 30,  and  32 measured  IS, and 
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questions 15, 19, 29, and 31 measured IC. Avolio and Bass (2004) reported internal 
consistency reliability estimates (Cronbach’s α) for each factor but not the total. The 
estimates were: =0.77 for IA; =0.70 for IB; =0.83 for IM; =0.75 for IS; and =0.80 for IC. 
Transactional leadership included two approaches. These factors were contingent reward 
(CR) and management-by-exception active (MBEA). Questions 1, 11, 16, and 35 were used 
to measure CR, and questions 4, 22, 24, and 27 were used to measure MBEA. For 
transactional leadership dimensions, the internal consistency reliability estimates as 
reported by Avolio and Bass, (2004) were: =0.73 for CR and =0.74 for MBEA. Finally, 
there were two factors related to passive/avoidant leadership, which were management-by- 
exception passive (MBEP) and laissez-faire (LF). MBEP was measured using questions 3, 
12, 17, and 20, while LF was measured using questions 5, 7, 28, and 33. For 
passive/avoidant leadership scale, internal consistency reliability estimates were reported 
as: =0.70 for MBEP and =0.74 for LF (Avolio & Bass, 2004). The respondents to MLQ 
were requested to rate how often their leaders behaved or acted in different situations using 
a five-point Likert scale (1= Not at all, 2= Once in a while, 3=Sometimes, 4= Fairly often, 
5= Frequently). 
3.3. Ethical assurance 
This study followed the requirements of the human rights for participants. The survey 
questions and study procedures were approved by the university’s institutional review 
board (IRB). This study followed the approved IRB protocol to collect data from the target 
population. Participants were informed that participating in this study was voluntary. They 
had the choice not to participate at all or to withdraw at any time without penalty. 
Participants’ identities and responses were kept anonymous and confidential. No 
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identification information was linked to the responses. The only identification participants 
had was their worker ID, which provides no personal information about the participant; it 
is only for necessary use by Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (M-Turk) (Paolacci et al., 2010). 
All data was handled confidentially and archived on portable digital media. All computer 
data files are password protected. Paper documents will be shredded and electronic 
documents will be deleted within five years. 
3.4. Data collection 
Collecting the data started on March 20th, 2017 and ended on April 22nd, 2017. The data 
were collected through a convenience sample of hotel employees located in the United 
States via the online survey tool, Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (M-Turk). Requesters offer 
incentives to workers who are willing to complete their human intelligence tasks (HITs). 
Workers participate in the tasks not only because they get paid but also because they find 
those tasks to be interesting to fill their spare time (Behrend et al., 2011; Buhrmester et al., 
2011; Ross et al., 2010), therefore, enhancing the quality of the data (Behrend et al., 2011). 
M-Turk service has been proved to be a valid source for gathering data. Buhrmester et al. 
(2011) found no difference between the quality of data collected through M-Turk and that 
from other resources. In addition, M-Turk’s quality enhancement techniques provide 
flexibility about choosing respondents qualifications preferred by the researchers and allow 
researchers to set up criteria to identify the right respondents to participate in the study. 
Researchers found that M-Turk was a well-suited tool to gather favorable representative 
sample, especially for employee-focused studies (e.g., Behrend, Sharek, Meade, & Wiebe, 
2011; Buhrmeister, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2011). 
Therefore, M-Turk was chosen as the data collection platform for this study. 
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3.5. Data analysis 
First, descriptive analysis was run to provide a general look for respondents’ personal and 
organizational characteristics (geographic location, age, gender, marital status, race, 
educational background, department, tenure of service in the industry as well as in the 
current hotel, position title, and employment status). Second, the study aimed to identify 
factors that drive U.S. hotel employees to be engaged at work. Descriptive analysis was 
conducted to identify means and standard deviations for the 18 drivers of engagement. 
Third, the study aimed to measure employee’ level of work engagement utilizing UWES 
by (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Descriptive statistics was performed to report means and 
standard deviations of hotel employee’s overall engagement, vigor, dedication and 
absorption. Forth, leadership styles (transformational, transactional, and avoidant) and 
their dimensions were investigated through the MLQ (Avolio & Bass, 2004) for the 
purpose of investigating the relationship between hotel employees’ perception of their 
direct supervisor and their levels of work engagement. Descriptive analysis was utilized to 
determine means and standard deviations of leadership styles and a correlation analysis 
was conducted to investigate the relationship between leadership styles and employee work 
engagement. Finally, T-tests were utilized to compare the differences in level of work 
engagement between female and male respondents and one-way ANOVA was used to test 
the relationship between the four generational cohorts and their level of engagement. 
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4. CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter presents and discusses the results of the gathered data. The chapter first 
provides the results of the respondents’ geographic locations, personal and job 
characteristics, respondents’ rating of the 18 drivers of engagement, hotel employee level 
of engagement, leadership styles, the relationship between leadership styles and hotel 
employee engagement, and the differences between employee characteristics (gender and 
generational cohorts) and engagement. Second, the chapter discusses the results of 
respondents’ rating of the 18 drivers of engagement, respondents’ level of engagement, 
leadership styles, the relationship between leadership styles and participants’ level of 
engagement, and participants’ level of engagement based on their demographics (gender 
and age). 
4.1. Results 
4.1.1. Respondents’ profiles 
Three hundred and eighty four (384) respondents participated in the surveys. Of this total, 
only 376 respondents completed the survey, therefore, 17 incomplete responses were 
eliminated. The data were collected from 44 states across the United States. The majority 
of responses were from the state of California (13.4%). The geographic distribution of 
responses is presented in Table 1. 
	
Table 1: Respondents' Geographic Location 
NAME OF THE STATE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
Alabama (AL) 7 1.9 
Arizona (AZ) 9 2.5 
Arkansas (AR) 2 0.5 
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California (CA) 49 13.4 
Colorado (CO) 8 2.2 
Connecticut (CT) 7 1.9 
Delaware (DE) 1 0.3 
District of Columbia (DC) 1 0.3 
Florida (FL) 35 9.5 
Georgia (GA) 14 3.8 
Hawaii (HI) 1 0.3 
Idaho (ID) 2 0.5 
Illinois (IL) 11 3.0 
Indiana (IN) 4 1.1 
Iowa (IA) 5 1.4 
Kansas (KS) 3 0.8 
Kentucky (KY) 10 2.7 
Louisiana (LA) 5 1.4 
Maine (ME) 1 0.3 
Maryland (MD) 9 2.5 
Massachusetts (MA) 13 3.5 
Michigan (MI) 9 2.5 
Minnesota (MN) 3 0.8 
Missouri (MO) 8 2.2 
Nebraska (NE) 1 0.3 
Nevada (NV) 6 1.6 
New Jersey (NJ) 9 2.5 
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New Mexico (NM) 2 0.5 
New York (NY) 21 5.7 
North Carolina (NC) 24 6.5 
Ohio (OH) 8 2.2 
Oklahoma (OK) 2 0.5 
Oregon (OR) 9 2.5 
Pennsylvania (PA) 13 3.5 
Rhode Island (RI) 4 1.1 
South Carolina (SC) 4 1.1 
South Dakota (SD) 1 0.3 
Tennessee (TN) 7 1.9 
Texas (TX) 20 5.4 
Utah (UT) 2 0.5 
Virginia (VA) 6 1.6 
Washington (WA) 7 1.9 
West Virginia (WV) 1 0.3 
Wisconsin (WI) 3 0.8 
Total 367 100.0 
	
	
In the survey, respondents were asked to identify their demographic information based on 
their age, gender, marital status, race, educational background, length of service in the hotel 
industry and in the current hotel, department, position title, and employment status. The 
majority of respondents were female (54.2 %). The average age of the respondents was 
about 33 ranging between 20 to 72 years old. Participants’ ages were divided to 
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generational cohorts (Y, Z, X, and Baby Boomer). Generation Y reported the majority of 
responses (79%) followed by Generation X (9%), while both Generation Z and Baby 
Boomer reported 6%. Out of the total respondents, 50.1% were single. With regard to race, 
more than 70% were white, followed by African American with 13.1%. In terms of 
educational background, about 35% had an undergraduate degree, followed by 33.5% who 
had some college (certificate diploma). Regarding the length of service in the hotel 
industry, about 31% worked in the industry between 1-3 Years. Approximately 41% of the 
respondents reported working in their current hotel between 1-3 Years. The respondents 
represented a variety of departments, with 39.4% of Front Desk employees followed by 
Food & Beverage (15.6 %). Out of this total, about 63% reported working in Non- 
Managerial Position. Approximately 87% of the respondents were full-time employees. 
Details for respondents’ demographic information is presented in Table 2. 
 
Table 2: Respondents Profile 
VARIABLES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
Gender   
Male 168 45.8 
Female 199 54.2 
Total 367 100.0 
Age/Generation 
  
Gen Z (1995-2016) 22 6.0 
Gen Y (1977-1994) 289 79.0 
Gen X (1965-1976) 33 9.0 
Baby Boomers (1946-1964) 22 6.0 
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Total 366 100.0 
Marital Status 
  
Married 165 45.0 
Single 184 50.1 
Divorced 15 4.1 
Widow 3 0.8 
Total 367 100.0 
Race   
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino 18 4.9 
White 265 72.2 
African American 48 13.1 
Native American 7 1.9 
Asian 24 6.5 
Others (biracial, Multiracial, and 
White Hispanic) 
5 1.4 
Total 367 100.0 
Educational Level 
  
Less than High School 1 0.3 
High School Graduate 55 15.0 
Under Graduate Degree (BSc/BA) 128 34.9 
Some College (Certificate Diploma) 123 33.5 
Graduate Degree 60 16.3 
Total 367 100.0 
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Length of service in the hotel 
industry 
Less than 1 year 40 10.9 
1-3 years 114 31.1 
4-5 years 87 23.8 
6-10 years 79 21.6 
11-15 years 23 6.3 
More than 15 years 23 6.3 
Total 366 100.0 
Length of service in the current 
hotel 
Less than 1 year 47 12.9 
1-3 years 149 40.8 
4-5 years 95 26.0 
6-10 years 59 16.2 
11-15 years 9 2.5 
More than 15 years 6 1.6 
Total 365 100.0 
Department 
  
Food &Beverages 57 15.6 
Front Desk 143 39.4 
Housekeeping 25 6.9 
Sales and Marketing 30 8.3 
Human Resources 42 11.6 
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Security 28 7.7 
Engineering 9 2.5 
Other departments 29 8.0 
Total 363 100.0 
Position Title 
  
Managerial 135 36.8 
Non-managerial 232 63.2 
Total 366 100.0 
Employment Status 
  
Full-Time 318 86.6 
Part-Time 49 13.4 
Total 367 100.0 
 
 
4.1.2 Instrument Reliability Analysis 
To ensure the internal reliability of the survey questions, an analysis of Cronbach’s Alpha 
was conducted. For each scale, the number of each item was reported. As expected, scales 
with higher numbers of items had higher Alphas. Except for the Absorption scale (α= .78, 
which is below, but approaching the conventionally acceptable level of .80), all UWES 
subscales reached acceptable reliability (α= .81 & .85). Results from the absorption scale 
alone should be used with caution. It should be noted the total UWES engagement score 
had a Cronbach’s Alpha level of .93, demonstrating a good reliability. The total score was 
used in all analyses related to leadership styles. 
The MFLQ Transactional Leadership score is the weakest in terms of internal consistency, 
but falls within the conventionally acceptable range. The MLQ Transformational score, 
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based on many more items (20 items) than the other two MFLQ scales (8 items each), has 
the best internal consistency. This fact may have implications for interpretation of 
sequential multiple regression results, where the Transactional scale variance is the only 
predictor, which uniquely predicts variance in the outcome variable in the full model. 
Several items of the subscales of the transformation, transactional and passive-avoidant 
scores had unacceptable internal consistency reliabilities, but were not used for analysis in 
this study. Internal reliability details are presented in Table 3. 
 
 
Table 3: Internal Reliability of all Measurement Scales 
Instrument (scales) Number of Items (k) Cronbach's Alpha (α) 
Drivers of Engagement 18 .92 
UWES   
Vigor 6 .81 
Dedication 5 .85 
Absorption 6 .78 
Total UWES Score 17 .93 
MLQ   
Transformational 20 .95 
IA 4 .84 
IB 4 .81 
IM 4 .85 
IS 4 .77 
IC 4 .82 
Transactional 8 .81 
CR 4 .80 
MBEA 4 .63 
Passive/Avoidant 8 .87 
MBEP 4 .76 
LF 4 .79 
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4.1.3. Drivers of engagement 
In response to the drivers of engagement in the survey, the respondents indicated that the 
18 drivers were important for their work engagement. Of the 18 drivers, respondents 
evaluated fairness (It is important that my employer treats employees fairly); job security 
(Job security is important to me); adequate training (It is important to receive adequate 
training); comfortable workplace environment (A comfortable workplace environment is 
important to me); and reward and recognition (I appreciate being rewarded and recognized 
for a job well done) as the top five drivers for them to feel engaged at work. Table 4 below 
shows the means of drivers of engagement ranging between 4.33 and 3.71 on the 5-point 
Likert Scale (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree). 
 
 
Table 4: Means and Standard Deviations of Drivers of Engagement 
DRIVERS OF ENGAGEMENT MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
1. It is important that my employer treats 
employees fairly. 
4.33 0.810 
2. Job security is important to me. 4.31 0.844 
3. It is important to receive adequate training. 4.29 0.857 
4. A comfortable workplace environment is 
important to me. 
4.20 0.741 
5. I appreciate being rewarded and recognized 
for a job well done. 
4.18 0.853 
6. Higher compensations are important to me. 4.17 0.811 
7. It is important that my employer provides 
benefits (e.g. Health benefits). 
4.15 0.942 
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8. Support from my immediate supervisor is 
very important to me. 
4.14 0.795 
9. I value strong leadership from my direct 
supervisor and others. 
4.12 0.808 
10. I value feedback regarding my 
performance. 
4.10 0.840 
11. I prefer work that is meaningful and has 
value. 
4.08 0.841 
12. The opportunity to develop in an 
organization is important to me. 
4.05 0.873 
13. Support from co-worker is important to 
me. 
4.02 0.809 
14. It is important for me to feel that I am in 
control of my job. 
4.01 0.815 
15. Communication with senior managers is 
very important to me. 
3.95 0.854 
16. I need to have flexibility in my job. 3.86 0.904 
17. It is important that I have a variety of tasks 
to perform. 
3.86 0.866 
18. I feel like I have authority to make 
decisions. 
3.71 0.954 
 
 
4.1.4 Level of hotel employee work engagement 
Respondents were asked to rank the frequency of the statements with regard to how they 
feel about their work based on a 5-point Likert scale (1= Never; 2= Rarely (once a month 
or less); 3= Sometimes (a few times a month); 4= Often (once a week); 5= Always (Every 
day). The mean score of the total Work Engagement (WE) was 3.46, with 3.55 for Vigor 
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(VI), 3.54 for Dedication (DE), and 3.32 for Absorption (AB). Table 5 shows the means 
and standard deviations of WE, VI, DE, and AB. 
 
 
Table 5: Means and Standard Deviations of Employee Job Engagement 
VARIABLES MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
Total Work Engagement (WE) 3.47 1.02 
Vigor (VI) 3.55 0.98 
At work I never give up, even when things do 
not go well. 
3.74 0.97 
I can continue working for very long periods 
at a time. 
3.70 0.97 
At work, I feel full of energy. 3.58 0.88 
At my job, I feel strong and vigorous. 3.55 0.96 
At my job, I feel mentally resilient. 3.44 1.00 
When I get up in the morning, I feel like going 
to work. 
3.32 1.08 
Dedication (DE) 3.54 1.06 
I am proud of the work that I do. 3.78 0.98 
The work that I do is full of meaning and 
purpose. 
3.67 1.25 
I feel enthusiastic about my job. 3.56 0.99 
My job inspires me. 3.36 1.07 
I feel my job is challenging. 3.36 1.02 
Absorption (AB) 3.32 1.02 
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I am deeply involved in my work. 3.66 0.99 
I feel happy when I am fully engaged in my 
work. 
3.61 1.00 
Time passes quickly when I'm working. 3.61 0.98 
I get carried away when I’m working. 3.17 1.04 
When I am working, I forget everything else 
around me. 
3.13 1.02 
It is difficult to detach myself from my job. 2.74 1.09 
 
 
4.1.5. Leadership styles 
The respondents were asked to identify one of their direct supervisors and rank their 
behaviors on a 5-point Likert scale (1= Not at all, 2= Once in a while, 3= Sometimes, 4= 
Fairly, 5= Frequently). With regard to transformational leadership including Idealized 
Attribute (IA); Idealized Behavior (IB); Inspirational Motivation (IM); Intellectual 
Stimulation (IS); and Individualized Consideration (IC): IM had the highest mean score 
(2.58) followed by IA (2.55), IB (2.50), IC (2.50), and IS (2.38). With regard to 
transactional leadership that includes Contingent Reward (CR) and Management by 
Exception Active (MBEA): CR had the highest mean score (2.65), followed by MBEA 
(2.32). In terms of passive/avoidant leadership including Management by Exception 
Passive (MBEP) and Laissez-Faire (LF): MBEP had a mean score of (1.81), followed by 
LF (1.48). Table 6 demonstrates means and standard deviations of leadership styles. 
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Table 6: Means and Standard Deviations of Leadership Styles 
LEADERSHIP STYLES MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATIO 
N 
Transformational leadership 2.50 0.868 
Idealized Attributes 2.55 0.896 
Idealized Behaviors 2.50 0.859 
Inspirational Motivation 2.58 0.876 
Intellectual Stimulation 2.38 0.817 
Individual Consideration 2.50 0.892 
Transactional Leadership 2.48 0.776 
Contingent Reward 2.65 0.799 
Management by Exception Active 2.32 0.753 
Passive/Avoidant Leadership 1.64 0.962 
Management by Exception Passive 1.81 0.923 
Laissez-Faire 1.48 1.001 
On a 5-point Likert scale (1= Not at all, 2= Once in a while, 3= Sometimes, 4= Fairly, 5= Frequently) 
 
 
4.1.6. Leadership styles and employee engagement 
The correlation between leadership styles and employee engagement were tested. All 
leadership styles, IA, IB, IM, IS, IC, CR, MBEA, MBEP, and LF were correlated with 
employee’s work engagement (WE), including vigor (VI), dedication (DE), and absorption 
(AB). The results showed statistically significant correlations between all leadership styles’ 
dimensions and hotel employee work engagement. Of all leadership styles, dimensions of 
passive/avoidant leadership (MBEP and LF) were negatively associated to work 
engagement. In other words, respondents tended to be less engaged when their leaders 
adhere to the concept of “if it isn’t broken, don’t fix it” or avoid offering information or 
feedback to their subordinated. On the contrary, dimensions of transformational leadership 
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and transactional leadership were positively related to work engagement. The results of the 
correlational analysis are presented in Table 7. 
 
Table 7: The Correlations Between Leadership Styles and Employee Job Engagement 
VARIABLE 
S 
a. WE b. VI c. DE d. AB 
1. IA 0.636** 0.603** 0.608** 0.563** 
2. IB 0.613** 0.586** 0.584** 0.541** 
3. IM 0.619** 0.626** 0.585** 0.516** 
4. IS 0.569** 0.543** 0.536** 0.509** 
5. IC 0.612** 0.576** 0.581** 0.548** 
6. CR 0.580** 0.572** 0.549** 0.498** 
7. MBEA 0.450** 0.438** 0.367** 0.449** 
8. MBEP -0.209** -0.221** -0.218** -0.145** 
9. LF -0.193** -0.222** -0.205** -0.111* 
**The correlation is significant at the 0.01-level (2-tailed). 
* The correlation is significant at the 0.05-level (2-tailed). 
 
1. IA= Idealized Attribute 2. IB= Idealized Behavior 3. IM= Inspirational Motivation 
4. IS= Intellectual Stimulation 5. IC= Individualized Consideration 
6. CR= Contingent Reward 7. MBEA= Management-by-Exception (Active) 
8. MBEP= Management-by-Exception (Passive) 9. LF= Laissez-Faire 
a. WE= Work Engagement b. VI= Vigor        c. DE= Dedication d. AB= Absorption 
 
 
 
4.1.7. Participants’ demographics (gender & generational cohorts) and employee 
job engagement 
With regard to overall engagement, the means of female and male respondents were 3.54 
and 3.37 respectively. Except for vigor (VI), the results of T-test showed significantly 
statistical difference between female and male participants in term of their total 
48	 
engagement level (WE), dedication (DE), and absorption (AB) where female employee 
were found be more engaged (p<.05). T-test results of gender and employee engagement 
are presented in Table 8. 
 
Table 8: Participants' Gender and Employee Job Engagement 
Variable 
s 
What is your 
gender? 
N MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
t P 
WE Male 168 3.37 0.719 - 2.510 0.01* 
 Female 199 3.54 0.633   
VI Male 168 3.48 0.749 - 1.682 0.09 
 Female 199 3.60 0.616   
DE Male 168 3.40 0.868 - 2.942 0.00* 
 Female 199 3.65 0.804   
AB Male 168 3.22 0.710 - 2.338 0.02* 
 Female 199 3.39 0.665   
Note: *: p<.05 
 
Regarding to participants’ generational cohorts and their engagement level, the results 
showed their means ranged between 3.89 (baby boomer) and 3.42 (generation Y). Table 9 
shows the means and standard deviations of the generational cohorts. 
 
Table 9: Means and Standard Deviations of Participants Generational Cohorts and 
Employee Job Engagement 
VARIABLES WE VI DE AB 
M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Gen Z 3.61 0.43 3.63 0.41 3.69 0.56 3.51 0.51 
Gen Y 3.42 0.71 3.51 0.71 3.48 0.87 3.29 0.72 
49	 
Gen X 3.50 0.54 3.56 0.57 3.69 0.68 3.30 0.57 
Baby Boomers 3.89 0.53 4.06 0.50 4.07 0.65 3.57 0.59 
 
 
The results revealed a statistical significant difference between generational cohorts in 
terms of overall employee engagement, vigor, and dedication (p<.0.05). The results are 
presented in Table 10. 
 
Table 10: Generational Cohorts and Employee Job Engagement (One/way ANOVA) 
Variable 
s 
Generational 
cohorts 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p 
WE Between Groups 1451.60 3 483.86 3.70 0.01* 
 Within Groups 47232.78 362 130.47   
 Total 48684.38 365    
VI Between Groups 230.58 3 76.86 4.71 0.00* 
  
Within Groups 
 
5907.02 
 
362 
 
16.31 
  
 Total 6137.60 365    
DE Between Groups 217.40 3 72.46 4.19 0.00* 
  
Within Groups 
 
6250.61 
 
362 
 
17.26 
  
 Total 6468.01 365    
AB Between Groups 86.90 3 28.96 1.69 0.16 
 Within Groups 6179.80 362 17.07   
  
Total 
 
6266.70 
 
365 
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Because the number of respondents was not equal in each group, Post hoc Scheffe analysis 
was used to identify the statistical differences between generational cohorts and employee 
engagement. Significant differences were found between generation Y and baby boomer 
in terms of their total work engagement, indicating that baby boomers showed higher level 
of engagement. Details are presented in Table 11. 
 
Table 11: Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons 
VARIA
BLES 
Gener 
ational 
cohort 
s (I) 
Generat 
ional 
cohorts 
(J) 
Mean 
differen 
ce (I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 95% confidence 
interval 
   Lowe 
r   
boun 
d 
Upper 
bound 
WE Gen Z Gen Y 3.15 2.52 0.59 -3.94 10.25 
Gen X 1.74 3.14 0.94 -7.09 10.57 
Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-4.81 3.44 0.50 -14.49 4.86 
Gen Y Gen X -1.41 2.09 0.90 -7.31 4.48 
Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-7.97 2.52 0.02* -15.07 -0.88 
Gen X Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-6.56 3.14 0.15 -15.39 2.27 
VI Gen Z Gen Y 0.77 0.89 0.08 -1.74 3.28 
Gen X 0.48 1.11 0.97 -2.64 3.61 
Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-2.54 1.21 0.22 -5.97 0.88 
Gen Y Gen X -0.28 0.74 0.98 -2.37 1.80 
Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-3.315 0.89 0.00* -5.82 -0.81 
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 Gen X Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-3.03 1.11 0.06 -6.15 0.09 
DE Gen Z Gen Y 1.07 0.91 0.71 -1.50 3.66 
Gen X 0.00 1.14 1.00 -3.21 3.21 
Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-1.90 1.25 0.50 -5.43 1.61 
Gen Y Gen X -1.07 0.76 0.57 -3.22 1.07 
Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-2.98 0.91 0.01* -5.57 -.41 
Gen X Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-1.90 1.14 0.42 -5.12 1.30 
AB Gen Z Gen Y 1.30 0.91 0.56 -1.26 3.88 
Gen X 1.25 1.13 0.74 -1.94 4.45 
Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-0.36 1.24 0.99 -3.86 3.14 
Gen Y Gen X -0.05 0.75 1.00 -2.18 2.08 
Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-1.67 0.91 0.34 -4.24 0.89 
Gen X Baby 
Boomer 
s 
-1.62 1.13 0.56 -4.82 1.57 
The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level (*p<.05) 
 
4.2. Discussion and Implications 
In the previous section, the results showed: 1) All engagement drivers were perceived as 
important. In particular, fairness was ranked the highest; 2) Respondents showed moderate 
level of engagement; 3) The findings showed positive correlations between 
transformational and transactional leadership styles and employee engagement whereas 
negative relationship was found between passive/avoidant leadership and engagement; 4) 
females showed higher level of engagement than males and baby boomers reported higher 
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level of engagement. In this section, these results are compared with prior studies and 
discussed for managerial implications. 
4.2.1. Drivers of engagement 
The results showed that the 18 engagement drivers of engagement identified from previous 
studies were perceived by hotel employees as important drivers whereas fairness was 
ranked the highest; followed by job security, adequate training, comfortable workplace 
environment, and reward and recognition. Compared with previous studies that focusing 
on factors such as organizational benefits (Rigg, 2012) and money and wages (Alqusyer, 
2016), this study found that fairness was reported as the most important driver of 
engagement while higher compensations was ranked as the sixth important drive of 
engagement. It is surprising to see the change of drivers from higher compensation (Higher 
compensations are important to me) to factors such as fairness. This indicates that salaries 
are no more the best way to motivate or engage employees. It is possible that previous 
studies were conducted in a time that economy was not stable, and the majority of the 
employees rely on the financial benefits of the job in order to support family or survive. 
When a leader treats employees fairly, they would notice, respect, and pay back the leader 
by performing well at the organization. Such leader’s effort to maintain fairness in the 
workplace will also reinforce employee’s trust and belief in the leader. Therefore, 
employees who are treated fairly tend to enjoy working in such organizations, have higher 
job satisfaction, are more productive, and have less intention to quit (Koys, 2001; Lambert 
et al., 2010; Nadiri & Tanova, 2010). 
It is important for the hotel managers to enforce the practice of fairness/justice in the 
workplace by focusing on three aspects of fairness, which are procedural, interactional, and 
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distributive justice. Procedural justice is about the perceived fairness of the means or 
procedures that have been used to determine outcomes and the process of how decisions 
were made (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Tang & Sarsfield-Baldwin, 1996). Fair procedure 
is important in each organization because it makes employees feel a sense of control over 
the decisions. It is regarded as a way to achieve fair outcomes and show that employees 
are respected within the organization and are valued by their leaders (Poon, 2012). 
Interactional justice refers to the interpersonal treatment and how a leader treats individuals 
with respect and sensitivity as well as explains those decisions properly (Colquitt, 2001). 
Whenever hotel managers need to make a decision, it is important that employees involve 
in the decision making process, otherwise it is important that information are provided and 
communicated to help employees understand the decisions, thus, providing the proper 
support for the company. 
Finally, distributive justice is defined as “the person’s appraisal of the fairness of rewards 
and given inputs” (Mueller, Iverson, & Jo 1999, p. 871). The distributive justice stems 
from inequity theory, proposing that people tend to compare their inputs, such as 
experience and education, and outcomes, such as rewards, recognition, and pay rise to the 
inputs and outcomes of others (Poon, 2012). Hotel managers need to consider fairness 
when allocating resources and developing reward and punishment systems to safeguard 
fairness in the organization. 
4.2.2. Employee level of engagement 
The respondents’ work engagement level was mediocre compared to UWES, which means 
that employees feel engaged a few times a month. This result is not very different from 
Rigg’s study for Jamaican hotel employees that used the same measurement (UWES), 
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where respondents felt engaged at least once a week. This finding is also consistent with 
Crabtree’s study (2013), indicating that globally, 63% of workers are emotionally 
disconnected from their jobs. Previous studies suggested that job stress may affect 
employee engagement (Karatepea, Yavasb, Babakusc, & Deitzc, 2018; Paek, Schuckert, 
Kim, & Lee, 2015). The reason could be due to the nature of hotel jobs. Working in a hotel 
requires long work hours and immediate response to problems. Employees frequently 
experience tense and pressure at work by dealing with customers, low compensation, and 
limited career growth compared with other industries. 
Additionally, the hotel industry is renown for its high employee turnover rate. Many may 
consider working in the hotel industry as a transit job instead of a permanent career. 
Therefore, it is not surprising that their engagement level is comparatively low. However, 
the engagement literature has well-documented the benefits of engaged employees to the 
success of an organization. Hotel managers should develop action plan by using the ranking 
of engagement drivers identified from this study to motivate employees and increase 
employees’ level of work engagement. 
For example, hotel managers need to ensure a culture of fairness regarding of procedure, 
resource allocations and respect each of the employees as well as offering adequate training 
programs for employees to grow and to develop their long-term career with the company. 
It is also important for managers to provide supportive environment (supervisor and co- 
worker), immediate feedback regarding employee’s performance, a comfortable workplace 
environment, reward and recognition, reasonable compensations, and benefits provision 
(health benefits). Managers can also ensure a culture of meaningfulness, flexibility, and 
control so that employees have a sense of job security and are willing to engage at work. 
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4.2.3. Leadership styles 
The highest mean score of all leadership styles was for CR (2.65), while the lowest mean 
score was for Laissez-Faire behavior (1.48). Based on MLQ (Avolio and Bass 1995, 2000, 
2004), the score of Contingent Reward is found between 30%tile and 40%tile, which means 
that 40% or less scored lower while 60% or more scored higher mean than (2.65). On the 
contrary, Laisse-Faire score was found between 80%tile and 90%tile, meaning that 90% or 
less of respondents reported lower than (1.48), and only around 10% reported higher. 
4.2.4. Leadership styles and employee engagement 
The findings of the relationship between perceived leadership styles and employee 
engagement presented significant and positive correlations between transactional and 
transformational leadership and employee engagement, and negative relationship between 
passive/avoidant leadership and employee engagement. This implies the importance of a 
leader on influencing employees’ engagement. 
The study found that transformational and transactional leaders were positively associated 
with employee’s work engagement. This is consistent with previous leadership styles 
literature, proposing that transformational leaders with the emotional investment, 
charismatic influence and personal touch were positively linked to employee engagement 
(Breevart et al., 2014; Figueroa-González, 2011; Lockwood, 2008; Metzler, 2006; Raja, 
2012). In addition, this finding is also consistent with Babcock-Roberson and Strickland’ 
study (2010) that suggested idealized influence, including IA and IB, could enhance 
workers’ performance and their dedication to their organizations, and might predict 
engagement. Moreover, IM was found by Condos (2016) to be the most powerful predictor 
of employee engagement. 
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This study found that passive/avoidant leadership dimensions had negative association 
with employee engagement, which is similar to Popli and Rizvi’s study (2016), but 
different from the study conducted by Yang (2015) that claimed that passive/avoidant 
leadership could enhance employee engagement. Based on Yang (2015), the laissez-faire 
leadership style provides a little supervision or no directions, which gives employees 
authority to determine goals and make decisions. Passive/avoidant of leadership style also 
empowers employees with a sense of independence and self-control and provide the 
opportunity for employees to resolve issues on their own, therefore, leading to positive 
consequences (Yang, 2015). 
This study shows that American hotel employees were inspired by transformational 
leaders, who treat them with respect, trust and dignity, who pay attention to employees’ 
needs, and provide a supportive work environment to help employees grow. American 
hotel employees were also inspired by transactional leaders, who know how to utilize 
rewards to recognize the job well done and encourage employees to achieve organizational 
goals. American hotel employees were not motived or inspired by passive/avoidant leaders, 
who are absent and not involved in the workplace. In order to lead a team of engaged 
employees, hotel managers can practice “management by walking around” and increase 
their presences at the hotel and get involved when problems occur. 
This study reinforces the influential role a leader plays in affecting the level of employee 
engagement. Leaders were not naturally born leaders; instead they develop, learn, and 
adapt new leadership skills. Therefore, organizations should provide appropriate leadership 
training to help leaders identify their leadership styles and advance their leadership skills, 
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in order to maximize their influences on engaging employees and achieving the utmost 
goals of the organization. 
4.2.5. Participants’ demographics (age and generational cohorts) and employee  
 engagement 
The results showed female hotel employees were more engaged. This result is not 
consistent with the previous literature where no significant relationships were found 
between participants’ gender and their level of engagement (Burke, Jing, Koyuncu, & 
Fiksenbaum, 2009; Rigg, 2012; Rigg, Sydnor, Nicely & Day, 2013; Alqusayer, 2016). The 
majority of females in this study were married which might be responsible for supporting 
their family, thus they are more engaged so they can keep their jobs. 
Since male employees are less engaged than female employees, managers may pay more 
attention to male employees’ expectations such as performance feedback and higher 
compensations, as the majority of male employees rated as more important. On the other 
hand, managers may drive female employees through focusing on drivers such as fairness, 
job security, reward and recognition, and benefits provision (health benefits) as they were 
rated as more important by the majority of female workers. 
In terms of generational cohorts, there was a statistical significant difference among the 
four generations. The baby boomer generation had the highest level of engagement, which 
is similar to previous studies (i.e., Alqusayer, 2016; Day, 2013; Rigg, 2012; Rigg, Sydnor, 
Nicely). Baby boomers are characterized with different features that may influence their 
engagement level. For example, baby boomers value success. They live to work; indeed 
they can work for long time and go extra miles. Their career defines them and their job is 
important for them. They focus on developing their career through opportunities within 
their organization or industry. They emphasize the organization’s vision and how they can 
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fit in. 
 
On the contrary, other generations seek more in work and life balance and place a lower 
priority on work. Hotel managers cannot set up a list that fits and motivate all employees, 
thus cannot assume higher pay and basic benefits will and engage employees. They need 
to be made aware of baby boomers’ seeking (e.g., clear expectations), Generation X’s 
demanding challenge and work-life balance, and Generation Y’s expecting high perks in 
order to engage the diverse generational cohorts. Therefore, while different generations 
have their unique characteristics as well as their own values and work attitudes, hotel 
managers need to recognize the differences and motivate them in ways that reflect loyalty, 
respect, and willingness to perform better and pay back their organizations. 
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5. CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS 
To conclude this thesis, the chapter summarizes the findings discussed in chapter 4, and 
addresses the contribution of this study, limitations, and future studies suggestions to 
follow this study. 
5.1. Summary of the findings 
This quantitative study identified drivers that were important for employees to feel engaged 
at work and investigated employee engagement in the context of hotel industry and its 
relationship with transformational, transactional and passive/avoidant leadership styles. 
The study identified that U.S. employees were moderately engaged compared with 
employees in other industries. The study showed that all drivers of engagement were 
important for hotel employee engagement, whereas fairness was rated the highest. Unlike 
previous hotel employee engagement studies, wages and compensation are no more the 
most important driver of engagement. It is important for the hotel firms to develop a culture 
of treating employees fairly and safeguard their rights. Contemporary hotel employees in 
the U.S. are motivated by being respected and treated fairly in the workplace. 
Additionally, they also care about job security and are motivated by the organization that 
is willing to offer them opportunity for advanced training and development. They value a 
good working environment, where they will be rewarded and recognized for a job well 
done. Hotel managers need to pay special attention to such drivers to enhance employees’ 
job engagement. 
This study also found that hotel employees in the United States were not highly engaged. 
Female employees were more engaged at work than male employees, while baby boomers 
were more engaged than other generations. The mentioned drivers of engagement could 
play an important role in motivating employees to have higher level of engagement. 
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Leaders should pay attention to such employees and meet their expectations by providing 
the proper resources in favorable ways. 
The findings suggested that U.S. hotel employee level of engagement was more likely to 
be positively influenced by transformational leaders, more than transactional leaders, 
through idealized attributes and behaviors, inspirational motivation, intellectual 
stimulation, and individualized consideration. On the contrary, passive/avoidant leadership 
negatively influenced U.S. hotel employee level of engagement. This finding was similar 
to prior literature in terms of the stronger positive impact of transformational leaders on 
employee job engagement. Therefore, hiring leaders with characteristics such as IA, IB, 
IM, IS, IC, CR, and MBEA seem to fit the organization that value employee engagement. 
5.2. Contribution of the study 
The study contributes to the previous literature concerning antecedents that are important 
for employees to engage at work, and leadership styles, transformational, transactional, and 
passive/avoidant that influence employee job engagement. The study contributes to the 
prior literature suggesting that all drivers of engagement are important for employees to be 
engaged at work. Furthermore, the study identified a shift of employee engagement drivers 
(i.e., from higher compensations to fairness) meaning that employees are more motivated 
by fair environment rather than higher salaries. 
Managers and companies may enhance their employees’ engagement levels by applying a 
culture of fairness when allocating recourses such as training and developmental 
opportunities, reward and recognition, compensations, provision of benefits (e.g., health 
benefits), performance feedback, strong leadership, task variety, and authority to make 
decisions. Companies can also provide a comfortable environment where employees feel 
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secure, in control, and experience meaningful, valuable, and flexible job, effectively 
communicate, and are provided with the immediate supervisor and co-worker support. 
This study contributes to the previous literature regarding the stronger positive correlation 
between transformational leadership style and job engagement. It supports the negative 
correlation between passive/avoidant leaders and engagement level, but does not contribute 
to the literature regarding to the positive correlation of passive/avoidant leadership on 
employee job engagement. These results may help leaders to avoid the fixity of 
transactional leadership by developing behaviors such as individualized consideration, and 
the absence of passive/avoidant leaders through developing behaviors such as intellectual 
stimulation. 
Organizations and managers can benefit from these results in understanding employees’ 
needs and share a common engagement culture that will encourage equality in utilizing 
available resources to reach a common goal, which in turn will keep employees attached 
to their jobs, proud of their performance, inspired, and able to continue working for long 
period at a time. Consequently, employees will contribute for higher level of productivity, 
customer satisfaction, profitability, services quality, physical and physiological presence, 
and less incidents and intention to quit. Through understanding hotel employees’ 
expectations and effective exchange, this study will help hotel managers to focus on their 
present resources to reach the highest level of accomplishment, thus, resulting in higher 
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job performance, along with lower 
turnover rate. 
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5.3. Limitations and future studies 
This study is subject to some limitations. First, the data were collected directly from 
Amazon’s M-Turk, an online survey tool. The survey was answered by hotel employees, 
who had an M-Turk account with Amazon while those, who did not have an access to the 
survey, were excluded. Even though studies have indicated that there was no significant 
difference between the data collected through M-Turk and that from other traditional 
resources, future studies can expand the target population to include broader responses. 
Second, the measurement of leadership style is based on the perceptions of the respondents, 
which may not be accurate as the true leadership style of a leader. Future studies may 
consider changing the research design and ask leaders to complete the leadership 
questionnaire (self-rating) to determine their leadership style. Third, limited by the scope 
of the study, respondents presented a moderate level of engagement, which is unknown for 
hotel employees as lower than employees in other industries. Future studies can conduct 
an in-depth study to explore the factors contributing to these phenomena. 
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7.2. Appendix 2: Survey 
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Part III 
The following statements describe your direct supervisor/manager’s leadership style. 
Please identify one of your direct supervisors/managers and rank how often he or she possesses the following 
behaviors based on a scale of 1 to 5. (1= Not at all; 2= Once in a while; 3=Sometimes; 4= Fairly often; 5= 
Frequently) 
Sample Items From the MLQ (5x) 
Note: The publisher does not grant permission to publish the entire text of the measurement tool. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
78	 
 
 
